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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the Response on 12/7/06. Applicant's arguments have been 
fully considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejections. 

2. Claims 1-36 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

■ ' (a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Campbell et al. (hereinafter Campbell) (US 2001/0024497 Al) in view of Sasou et al. 
(hereinafter Sasou) (US 5,463,208), and further in view of Nakamura et al. (hereinafter 
Nakamura) (US 2001/0027477 Al). 

4. As to claim 1, Campbell teaches a method to be performed by a data processing system to 
improve fault tolerance ([0044], Abstract) comprising: 

providing distributed queuing of workflows (workflow manager), whose execution is 
requested by one or more execution-requesting clients, among a plurality of -workflow engines 
(page- 5, [0084], page 6, [0085]); 

5. Campbell teaches a first workflow engine for an execution-requesting client. Campbell is 
silent on sending an explicit and delayed acknowledgement only if a workflow is successfully 
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completed, else assigning the workflow to a second workflow engine by sending it a workflow 
assignment message. 

6. In the Applicant's specification, "workflow" is defined to have a starting task and a 
finishing task with the possibility of intermediate tasks. Applicant also defines the "explicit and 
delayed acknowledgements" to be notification when the final task is completed. 

7. Sasou teaches processing tasks and workflows (first task through last task) wherein 
notification occurs when the last task is completed (see Abstract, col. 7, lines 9-12, etc.). The 
notification in response to the last task completed satisfies the Applicant's definition of an 
explicit and delayed acknowledgement. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine Campbell with Sasou because it would 
reduce loading and costs (col. 2, lines 4-10, etc.). 

8. Campbell and Sasou are silent on assigning workflow to a second workflow engine by 
sending it a work assignment message, if the first workflow is not completed. However, 
Nakamura teaches a workflow system that determines whether the workflow/process was 
successfully completed or not, and if it is. not completed, then identifying another terminal 
apparatus to send a notification to perform a work assignment (update, for example) (Abstract, 
[001 1], [0009]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Campbell and Sasou' s workflow system to include the features of 
Nakamura' s workflow system because it would increase the flexibility of the workflow system 
by allowing for various flows to become possible when allowing use of other nodes, for example 
([0047H0048]). 
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9. As to claim 2, Campbell teaches wherein providing is performed by a load manager 
(workflow manager) (page 5, [0084], page 6, [0085]). 

10. As to claim 3, Campbell teaches wherein the load manager comprises a commercially 
available middleware product (page 75, [0208]). 

11. As to claim 4, Sasou teaches notification (see Abstract) and Campbell teaches wherein 
the explicit and delayed acknowledgement can be performed by email [0093]. It is well known 
in the art that messaging from email, for example, can be certified. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the feature of 
certified messaging because this provides a guarantee in the delivery. 

12. As to claim 5, Campbell teaches that all communication types are workflow enabled and 
pass through the load manager (workflow manager) (page 5, [0084]). 

13. As to claim 6, Campbell teaches wherein the load manager comprises a commercially 
available middleware product (page 75, [0208]). 

14. As to claim 7, Campbell teaches wherein the certified messaging capability is performed 
by a certified message receiver forming part of the workflow (page 1, [0004] \ page 5, [0084]). 
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15. As to claim 8, Sasou teaches sending an explicit and delayed acknowledgement to the 
execution-requesting client if the workflow is completed by the second workflow engine (see 
Abstract, col 7Jines 9-12, etc.). 

16. As to claims 9-16, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 1-8, respectively. 

17. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. In 
addition, Campbell teaches the computer operating in a fault-tolerant manner and requesting a 
workflow execution on behalf of a client (page 2, [0043] and [0044], page 4, [0061] and 
[0063]). 

18. As to claims 18-22, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 2, 4, 7, 8, and 17, respectively. 

19. As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claims 1 and 
2 - 

20. As to claims 24-27, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 4, 7, 8, and 17, respectively. 
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21. As to claims 28-33, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 2, 4, 7, 8, 17 and 23, respectively. 

22. As to claims 34-36, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of 
claims 4, 7 and 8, respectively. 

Response to A rguments 

23. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given their broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification." In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 
1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during 
prosecution, and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once 
issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 
162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

24. Applicant's amendment has overcome the Examiner's 35 U.S.C. 101 rejections. 

25. Applicant argues that in Sasou, there is a notification sent whether recording is 
successfully completed or not, which is different than the claims indicating that an explicit and 
delayed acknowledgement is sent only if a workflow is successfully completed. 

In response, in the Applicant's specification, Applicant defines the "explicit and delayed 

acknowledgements" to be notification when the final task is completed. The Abstract of Sasou 

states that "the notification section supplies a processing completion signal indicating completion 

of the . series of tasks to the main CPU when the last task is completed". This teaching of Sasou 
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satisfies the Applicant's definition of an explicit and delayed acknowledgement. Applicant 
argues that Sasou's invention teaches also giving notification even at times when not 
successfully completed, which is different than the claim language which sends an explicit and 
delayed acknowledgement only if a workflow is successfully completed. However, those 
particular notifications in response to non-completion are not an explicit and delayed 
acknowledgement. The notification of successful completion is an explicit and delayed 
acknowledgement. All other notifications are not explicit and delayed acknowledgements. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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